

















The	 article	 is	 divided	 into	 five	 sections.	 In	 the	 first	 we	 return	 to	 Erving	 Goffman’s	 (2010,	
originally	1972)	foundational	discussion	of	territories	in	the	public	life	of	American	streets.	We	revisit	
and	extend	his	 insistence	on	 ‘the	 claim’	 as	being	 central	 to	 the	organisation	of	 social	 life;	 an	often	
overlooked	concept,	central	 in	much	of	his	work.	We	bring	his	 foundational	concepts	 in	to	dialogue	
with	 contemporary	 writings	 on	 territories	 (Kärrholm	 (2007;	 2012),	 in	 particular)	 and	 our	 own	
empirical	 case.	 In	 doing	 so,	 we	 add	 a	 further	 form	 of	 practice	 through	which	 a	 territory	might	 be	
produced,	a	mobile	practice:	urban	patrol.	A	second	section	describes	something	of	this	field	case	–	
homeless	 outreach	 in	 Cardiff	 –	 the	 politics	 of	 street	 based	 care	 work	 and	 its	 relationship	 to	
understandings	of	city	 space.	 	 In	a	 third	section	we	consider	vulnerable	 territories	and	some	of	 the	
ways	 in	which	 rough	 sleepers	 go	about	 staking	out	 a	 claim	 to	a	 territory	 in	 the	middle	of	 things	 in	
Cardiff.	We	move	to	argue	that	spatial	claims	must	be	not	only	made	(visibly	produced	by	a	claimant)	
but	 recognised	as	such	–	as	a	meaningful	claim	–	by	other	parties	 to	 the	scene	 in	order	 for	a	given	
claim	to	be	accomplished.	Drawing	again	on	the	work	of	Goffman,	we	describe	the	ways	in	which	the	
recognition	of	the	claim	of	the	rough	sleeper	by	the	outreach	worker	is	fundamental	to	opening	and	





find	 outreach	 workers	 and	 the	 homeless	 alike	 out	 of	 place	 in	 the	 centre	 of	 the	 city.	 In	 a	 fifth	








the	 social	 organisation	 of	 co-presence	 and	 interaction	 in	 public	 life.	 Moving	 from	 spatial	 claims	 –	
personal	space,	the	stall,	use	space	–	out	to	territories	that	have	little	to	do	with	manifest	space	at	all	
–	 the	 turn,	 the	 sheath,	 possessional	 territories,	 and	 informational	 and	 conversational	 preserves	 –	
Goffman	 shows	 us	 that	 territories,	whether	 they	 be	 relatively	 fixed	 (a	 front	 garden),	 situational	 (a	
space	 occupied	 on	 a	 bench	 in	 a	 park),	 temporal	 and	 somewhere	 between	 (a	 hotel	 room),	 or	
‘egocentric’	 (in	 that	 they	move	with	 the	 claimant),	 are	 central	 to	 the	ways	 in	which	 people	make,	
manage	 and	maintain	 social	 relationships	 and,	 moreover,	 develop	 a	 sense	 of	 themselves	 as	 a	 full	
person	 in	 the	 eyes	 of	 the	 moral	 community	 (see	 Goffman	 2010:	 28-61).	 We	 suggest	 that	 the	
ethnological	 concept	 of	 ‘territory’	 is	 especially	 suited	 to	 a	 sociological	 analysis	 of	 city	 space	 as	 any	
claim	made	‘is	not	so	much	to	a	discrete	and	particular	matter	but,	rather,	to	a	field	of	things	–	to	a	
preserve	 –	 and	 because	 the	 boundaries	 of	 the	 field	 are	 ordinarily	 patrolled	 and	 defended	 by	 the	
claimant’	(Goffman,	2010:	29).	What	is	properly	social,	and	thus	what	might	be	studied	sociologically,	
about	everyday	 territoriality	 is	 that	claims	made	and	observed	serve	a	dual	purpose	of	maintaining	
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and	 interaction	 are	 mutually	 constitutive	 orders	 that,	 together,	 colour	 the	 actor’s	 sense	 of	
personhood	and	Self.		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	




of	power	 in	everyday	 life	 for	 those	 living	at	 the	margins	of	 the	centre.	We	aim	to	demonstrate	this	
through	 our	 discussion	 of	 urban	 patrol	 and,	 more	 specifically,	 outreach	 work	 as	 a	 professional	
practice	 and	 rough	 sleeping	 as	 an	 everyday	 experience	 as	 entangled	 in	 the	 shifting	 and	 enmeshed	
practical	politics	that	constitute	the	terrain	in	which	the	workers	operate	and	in	which	rough	sleepers	
are	 precariously	 located.	 This	 is	 the	 reflexivity	 of	 territorial	 practice,	 shaping	 and	 shaped	 by	 its	
context.	 Here,	 then,	 we	 adopt	 an	 Interactionist	 conceptualisation	 of	 ‘power’	 as	 emergent	 and	
processual	and	grounded	in	the	activities	of	people	in	their	daily	rounds	(Goffman,	1983;	Rawls,	1987;	
Atkinson	 and	 Housley,	 2003;	 Dennis	 and	Martin,	 2005).	 Consequently,	 we	 are	 not	 suggesting	 city	
space	is	to	be	conceptualised	as	existing	in	a	liquid	state	of	flow	and	flux.	Territories	have	hard	edges.	
And	certain	urban	territories	–	like	institutions	–	gain	a	stability	and	a	presence	which	weighs	heavy	
on	 the	 lives	 of	 urban	 populations	 that	 such	 productions	 position	 as	 marginal.	 Yet	 –	 also	 like	
institutions	 –	 the	 appearance	 of	 a	 recurrent	 and	 static	 stability	 can	 obscure	 the	 everyday	 work	
through	which	they	are	produced.	Territories	do	exist,	de	facto,	in	their	own	right;	but	are	productions	






work	 of	 Kärrholm	 (2007;	 2012).	 A	 central	 proposition	 in	 this	 approach	 to	 territories	 is	 that	 a	
distinction	 be	 drawn	 between	 a	 politico-geographical	 approach	 to	 territoriality	 in	 which	 territory	




What	 kind	 of	 territories	 do	 we	 find	 in	 public	 places?	 First,	 urban	 places	 are	 not	 like	
blank	 pages	 waiting	 to	 be	 written	 on,	 but	 rather	 like	 some	 kind	 of	 palimpsests	
(Lefebvre,	 1991,	 p.	 142).	 There	 is	 nothing	 unambiguous	 or	 hierarchical	 about	 the	
territorial	 structures	 of	 a	 place.	 Territories	 are	 produced	 everywhere.	 They	 can	 be	













Different	 forms	of	 territorial	 production	often	operate	 in	 the	 same	place	…	 [a]	bench	
could	be	associated	as	the	territory	of	sandwich-eating	students	at	lunchtime,	whereas	
another	group	of	youth	could	appropriate	 it	at	night.	The	same	group	could	mark	the	
bench	 by	way	 of	 territorial	 tactics	 …	 [a]	 street	 bench	 is	 also	 furniture	 and	 as	 such	 is	
maintained	 and	 regulated	by	way	of	 a	 territorial	 strategy.	 Together,	 this	would	make	




The	 ‘territorial	 layers’	 organized	 around	 a	 single	 bench	 are,	 then,	 rhythmically	 organized,	 through	
interaction,	across	time	and	space;	the	recognition	of	which	allows	for	a	more	nuanced	and	dynamic	
engagement	 with	 city	 space	 as	 lived.	 The	 same	 space	 is	 produced	 in	 different	 ways,	 for	 different	
purposes	 by	 different	 groups.	 And	 the	 bench	 is	 itself	 situated	 within	 wider,	 nested,	 and	 shifting	
territories	of	a	greater	scale;	a	park	 that	 is	open	during	 the	day,	occupied	by	students	and	workers	
among	others;	itself	located	within	an	urban	district	undergoing	a	process	of	gentrification;	the	bench	
installed	 as	 part	 of	 a	 strategy	 of	 redesigning	 street-furniture	 in	 the	 area,	 incorporating	 the	 latest	
recommendations	of	‘security	by	design’,	shaped	to	discourage	rough	sleepers;	gates	are	now	locked	
at	 night	 in	 any	 case	 in	 further	 attempts	 to	 discourage	 unwanted	 occupants	 and	 displace	 from	 the	
wider	area;	the	youths	have	had	to	climb	a	fence	to	get	to	the	bench,	and	have	to	keep	noise	down	to	
avoid	attracting	attention.	City	strategies	intersect	with	the	local	practices	of	individuals	in	remaking,	
claiming	 and	 negotiating	 space.	 This	 position	 is,	 in	 this	 sense,	 aligned	with	 the	 relational	 sense	 of	
space	 (Massey,	 1994;	 2004:	 5-6)	 which	 finds	 space	 as	 “a	 product	 of	 practices,	 trajectories,	
interrelations”	made	 in	and	 through	“interactions	at	all	 levels,	 from	the	 (so-called)	 local	 to	 the	 (so-
called)	 global”.	 Importantly,	 despite	 these	 relations	 being	 complex	 and	 spatial	 identities	 being	
“essentially	unboundable”,	Massey	reminds	us	that	“propinquity	needs	to	be	negotiated.”	We	suggest	
that	an	empirical	attention	to	everyday	territorial	gets	us	some	way	to	understanding	how	this	gets	
done,	 and	who	 loses	 out.	 The	plural	 (and	mundane)	 appreciation	 of	 territoriality	 developed	herein	
thus	moves	 the	 analysis	 away	 from	 an	 understanding	 of	 territories	 as	 pre-existing	 the	 practices	 of	
those	who	 inhabit	 city	 space,	 and	 thus	bring	 these	multiple	 territories	 in	 to	being,	 and	 towards	an	
appreciation	 of	 the	 ongoing,	 no	 time	 out,	 nature	 of	 territorial	 production,	 what	 Kärrholm	 calls	
‘territoriality	 in	 actu’	 (2007:	 440).	 Such	 territories	 can	 be	 shown	 as	 produced	 in	 everyday	 social	








animal,	 territory	 constantly	 shifts	 as	 it	 is	 continually	 remarked	 and	 re-presented	 in	
different	ways.	And	much	as	these	territorial	creatures	can	only	extend	their	territories	








the	 city,	 all	 of	 it,	 does	get	 cleaned	around	 the	 clock.	 The	 sheer	practical	 effort	of	 this	 activity	 finds																																																									
3	We	acknowledge	 that	we	are	using	Brown	and	Capdevila’s	words	here	 in	 a	way	 that	was	almost	 certainly	not	meant.	 The	
original	 discussion,	was	of	 a	 ‘sociology	of	 translation’	 in	which	 territory	 is	 discussed	 from	 the	perspective	of	ANT	 and	post-
structuralism.	Moreover,	 territory	 is	 not	 their	 object	 of	 analysis	 but	 one	 way	 of	 exploring	 theoretically	 the	 ways	 in	 which	










production;	 not	 simply	 the	 patrolling	 of	 a	 border,	 maintaining	 pre-existing	 territories,	 but	 actively	
making	territories	as	they	do	so.	So,	one	might	consider	how	it	is	that	cleaning	–	the	sorts	of	cleaning	
that	 gets	 done	 by	 city	 cleansing	 crews	 each	 morning,	 but	 other	 forms	 of	 cleaning	 too,	 domestic	
included	–	signal	ownership	and	control	over	a	particular	space	(see	Lagae	et	al.,	2006).	It	certainly	fits	
Brown	 and	 Capdevila’s	 (1999)	 definition:	 a	 repeated,	 rhythmed	 action,	 practised	 near	 around	 the	
clock	with	no	small	amount	of	effort	expended,	demonstrably	tied	to	the	remarking	of	particular	city	




A	 ‘sanitised’	 city	 centre,	 perhaps.	 It	 is	 easy	 to	 see,	 or	 imagine	 at	 least,	 how	 it	 is	 that	marginal	 and	
stigmatized	groups	 such	as	 rough	sleepers	 stand	 to	 lose	out	against	 territories	produced	by	patrols	
that	clean	or	police	city	space.	Yet,	alongside	cleansing	crews	and	Police	Community	Support	Officers,	
the	 city	 also	 employs	 outreach	 workers	 –	mobile,	 street-based	 social	 workers	 –	 whose	 pedestrian	
circulations	 in	 search	 of	 and	with	 the	 homeless	 contribute	 an	 additional,	 complex	 and	 ambivalent,	









sleeping	homeless	who	are	out	of	 place5	and	up	 against	 it	 in	 the	middle	of	 the	 city,	 and	not	going	
anywhere	else.	Cardiff	Council	has	responsibilities	to	these	vulnerable	few	but	also	to	its	wider	public	
and	 in	 this	 context	 it	 employs	 a	Housing	 and	Neighbourhood	Renewal	 (HANR)	 outreach	 team.	 The	
team	 is	 tasked	 to	work	with	 the	city’s	homeless	out	of	doors	and	 in	public	with	a	view	to	eventual	




that	 in	order	 to	 ‘reach	out’	 to	 their	 clients,	outreach	workers	must,	 firstly	 and	necessarily,	 spend	a	
good	deal	of	 time	searching	 for	 them.	HANR	clients	are	 ‘hard	 to	 reach’,	not	only	 socially	but	often	
spatially,	 hard	 to	 track	 down	 in	 the	 city	 centre.	 Sometimes	 not	 though,	 given	 the	 visibility	 of	 the	
homeless	 in	 cleansed	 city	 centre	 ‘retailised’	 territories	 (Kärrholm,	 2012).	 We	 have	 discussed	 this	
element	of	 the	work	elsewhere	 (AUTHORS),	 suffice	 to	 say	here	 that	Cardiff’s	 outreach	workers	 are	
proficient	 in	 the	 delivery	 of	 first-aid	 to	 the	 street	 homeless;	 sometimes	 literally	 –	 which	 is	 to	 say	
medically,	physical	or	mental	–	but	more	often	 in	 the	 sense	of	being	at	hand	 to	advise	on	benefits	
claims	or	(potential)	accommodation	options,	to	procure	and	provide	essential	goods	(socks,	blankets	
and	rucksacks	are	sought	after	items)	or	simply	a	cup	of	tea	and	a	conversation	for	the	time	it	takes	to	













itself,	 an	 immediate	 solution.	 So	outreach	workers	are	employed	 to	mitigate,	 as	best	 they	 can,	 the	
effects	of	rough	sleeping.	Outreach	work	is	a	job	of	roadside	repair.	
In	 this	 sense,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 position	 outreach	 work	 as	 part	 of	 an	 under-observed	
infrastructure	 of	 urban	 kindness	 (Thrift,	 2005)	which	 challenges	 the	 revanchist	 orthodoxy	 found	 in	
discussions	of	city	space	in	urban	sociology	and	geography.	Indeed,	Cloke	et	al	(2011:	9-10)	point	to	
instances	and	spaces	of	care-giving	as	a	counter	point	to	the	revanchist	 framework	which	describes		
exclusory	 and	 punitive	 urban	 strategies	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 recognising	 the	 ‘obvious	 importance	 of	
welfare	 services	 for	 homeless	 people’6.	Outreach	workers	 are	 themselves	 experts	 in	 ‘the	 homeless	
city’	and	the	affective	dimensions	of	homelessness	that	are	often	overlooked	in	favour	of	a	rationalist	
logic	which	describes	how	the	homeless	 ‘get	by’	 in	 the	city	 (Cloke	et	al,	2008).	And	yet	whilst	 such	
care	work	 is	overlooked	 in	discussions	of	 the	city	and	perhaps	needs	 to	be	 recognised	 rather	more	
than	 is	the	case,	our	contribution	–	of	street-based	care	–	points	more	to	the	overlooked	politics	of	
the	 accomplishment	 of	 such	 kindness	 itself,	 bound	 up	 with	 the	 difficulties	 of	 working	 with	 and	
repairing	 persons	 rather	 than	 objects	 (Goffman,	 1991:	 288–293;	 Authors).	 Indeed,	 the	 work	 of	
homeless	 outreach	 is	 suffused	 with	 a	 quintessentially	 urban	 politics	 of	 centre	 and	 margin	 and	 of	
public	visibility	and	personal	concealment.		 	 	 	 	 	
	 Given	the	often	elusive	and	near	constantly	moving	client	group	with	which	they	work	(see	
Jackson,	2015),	outreach	work	is	a	necessarily	mobile	practice.	Indeed,	rough	sleeping	has	a	particular	
geography	 tied	 to	 a	 local	 and	 particular	 knowledge	 of	 the	 city	 (see	 Kiddey	 and	 Schofield,	 2011;	
Knowles,	2011;	Wardhaugh,	2000).	And	outreach	workers	share	this	knowledge	too	–	of	 likely	spots	
to	sleep	 (out	of	 sight,	but	not	 to	such	an	extent	 that	escape	 is	not	easy;	dry;	warm,	preferably),	or	
where	security	guards	are	turning	a	blind	eye	to	sleepers	who	are	gone	by	08:30,	or	where	food	can	





equivocal	 practice	 (see	 Rowe,	 1999;	 also	 AUTHORS),	 and	 outreach	 workers	 know	 this.	 They	 are	
employed	 to	 befriend	 and	 assist	 the	 vulnerable.	 They	 are,	 however,	 also	 employed	with	 a	 view	 to	
managing	and	manoeuvering	them	(off	the	street,	eventually).	They	are	street	repairers,	yes,	but	they	
are	 street	 sweepers,	 too.	 Part	 of	 the	 trouble,	 however,	 is	 that	 people	 cannot,	 however,	 be	 simply	
swept	up.	Getting	people	‘in’	and	off	the	street	requires	the	winning	of	trust	and	confidence,	and	the	
repair	 of	 trust	 in	 a	 system	 that	 has	 repeatedly,	 from	 the	 perspective	 of	 clients,	 been	 a	












Quite	 in	 front	 of	 all	 of	 this,	 outreach	 team	members	mean	well	 and	undoubtedly	 care	 for	
their	clients;	most	have	been	drawn	to	the	work	 in	the	first	place	because	their	sympathies	 lie	with	
the	homeless.	But,	to	repeat,	outreach	work	 is	undertaken,	and	funded	by	the	city,	with	the	aim	to	











context	 of	 their	 interactions	 with	 clients.	 Nor	 do	 they	 too	 readily	 show	 their	 hand,	 their	 agenda;	
which	is	therapeutic	but	essentially	non-negotiable.	Homelessness	is	bad	(see	Sayer,	2011:	8);	people	




them	what	 to	do.	Starting	out	 from	our	 case	of	outreach	workers	and	 their	encounters	with	 rough	
sleepers,	we	want	 to	suggest	 that	 this	 focus	–	on	the	mundane	ways	 in	which	small	patches	of	city	
space	are	respected	or	lost	–	is	a	productive	way	to	analysing	not	only	relations	of	mobility,	need	and	
care	 in	 the	 city	 centre	 but	 also	 the	 contours	 of	 contemporary	 public	 space	more	 generally.	Whilst	





















requirements	 of	 their	 daily	 rounds	 and	 needs.	 Outreach	 work	 is	 ‘homeless’	 outreach	 in	 the	 two	
senses	of	the	word	that	Rowe	(1999)	intends:	work	that	gets	done	with	the	homeless,	but	also	a	trade	
that	 lacks	 its	 own	 space,	 that	 might	 itself	 be	 said	 to	 be	 homeless.	 And	 so	 the	 circulations	 and	
encounters	that	concern	us	here	are	‘homeless	encounters’	in	‘homeless	territories’.	To	build	on	that	
point,	 these	homeless	encounters	often	take	place	 in	 territories	of	different	scale	 that	do	not	quite	
belong	 to	 anyone,	 at	 least	 not	 in	 any	 situational	 sense,	 or	 which	 are	 not	 routinely	 patrolled	 or	
maintained	or	claimed	through	cleaning	or	other	forms	of	patrol	and	mobile	territorial	activities.	We	
develop	 this	 point	 below,	 but	 suffice	 to	 say	 that	 even	 ‘securitised’	 city	 spaces,	 Bryant	 Park	 in	New	
York	for	example	(see	Zukin,	1995;	Atkinson,	2003),	contain	such	situational	tolerances.	A	bench,	any	
bench	or	other	such	seating,	can	be	claimed	temporarily	by	a	rough	sleeper	to	take	a	 load	off	 their	
feet,	 to	 place	 their	 bags	 down	 for	 a	 while	 (whilst	 the	 wider	 territory	 remains	 unaffected;	 hostile,	
even).8	Temporality	 is,	 of	 course,	 important	 here,	 and	 the	 claim	 to	 a	 bench	 can,	 within	 some	





and	customers	are	not	 troubled,	provided	 there	 is	no	mess	and	no	 trouble,	provided	 there	 is	every	
indication	 that	everyone	 there	will	pack	up	and	go	should	anyone	 in	uniform	require	 this.	A	stalled	












nested	within	 or	 sometimes	 between	 wider,	 more	 established	 territories.	 Thinking	 of	 street-level	
territories	in	this	manner,	as	plural,	nested	and	mobile	phenomenon,	allows	us	to	recognise	the	ways	
in	which	the	rough	sleeping	homeless	might	still	find	space	in	a	city	centre	undoubtedly	less	tolerant	
of	 undesirables	 than	 it	 once	was	but	never	wholly	 so	–	because,	 as	Kärrholm	has	 it,	 territories	 are	











into	 those	 few	 remaining	 hours	when	 the	 city	 is	 not	 operating	 at	 full	 bore	 –	 the	 lapsed	 territorial	
production	 of	 shared	 space	 on	 the	 museum	 steps	 at	 dawn,	 for	 example.	 Such	 settings	 are	 as	
precarious	 for	outreach	workers	as	 they	are	 for	 the	homeless.	This	 time	tomorrow	the	camp	under	
the	road	bridge	may	be	gone,	cleared	by	(another	arm	of)	the	local	council,	following	complaints	from	
nearby	 business	 interests;	 in	 half	 an	 hour’s	 time	 the	museum	 doors	 open,	 before	which	 everyone	
must	be	gone.	This	uncertainty	poses	a	challenge	to	outreach,	as	we	have	discussed	elsewhere	(see	
Authors),	 and	 is	 certainly	 acknowledged	 by	 outreach	 workers	 themselves.	 No	 sooner	 do	 workers	
begin	 to	 establish	 relations	with	 a	 client	 –	 developing	 trust	 and	 familiarity	 and	 establishing	 agreed	
goals	–	than	the	client	is	gone,	kicked	into	motion	(again)	and	needing	to	be	rediscovered	before	the	
threads	of	whatever	practical	or	therapeutic	intervention	might	have	been	begun	can	be	up	picked	up	
once	 more:	 ‘Where’s	 Davey	 to?	 He’s	 got	 his	 first	 appointment	 with	 Shoreline	 [an	 alcohol	 abuse	




clothes	 made	 to	 withstand	 the	 rigours	 of	 a	 dirty	 occupation;	 they	 wear	 tough	 shoes	 and	 boots	
(absolutely	 no	 open-toed	 sandals!),	 easy-clean,	 council-badged	 fleeces	 in	 a	 dark	 blue;	 they	 carry	
surgical	gloves	and	tubes	of	hand	sanitizer;	they	have	their	hepatitis	jabs	up	to	date.	They	can	expect	
to	encounter	rubble,	broken	glass	and	faeces.	Nor	are	these	hazards	to	be	(simply)	avoided	–	they	are	
the	 likely	 signs	 that	 an	outreach	worker	 is	 on	 the	 right	 track;	 if	 there	 is	 a	bad	 smell	 and	a	 litter	of	




encounter,	by	definition).	And	 the	 suspicion	 is	 reciprocal	 insofar	as	any	possible	client	 is	a	 stranger	
too,	about	whom	outreach	workers	know	nothing	in	advance	other	than	that	he	or	she	is	there	 in	a	




first	approach	 that	might	 signal	good	 intentions	and	make	 it	possible	 for	a	homeless	person	 to	 risk	
reaching	back.	This	is	crucial.	Outreach	work	must	honour	and	affirm	the	tentative	territorial	claims	of	
others	if	 it	 is	to	accomplish	its	goals.	 Indeed,	the	possibility	of	outreach	work	is	born	of	the	kinds	of	
relations	 and	 relationships	 afforded	 by	 homeless	 territories.	 To	 go	 back	 to	 Goffman,	 it	 is	 the	 very	




allows	 access	 in	 the	 first	 instance.	 Remember	 we	 have	 said	 that	 a	 large	 part	 of	 the	 team’s	 job	 is	
developing	trust	or	at	 least	a	relationship	of	some	sort	with	their	(potential)	clients.	Rough	sleepers	
do	 not	 always	 wish	 to	 receive	 a	 wake-up	 call	 from	 an	 outreach	 worker,	 poking	 their	 nose	 in,	
disturbing	what	little	sleep	has	been	caught	with	nothing	more,	really,	to	offer	than	perhaps	a	cup	of	
coffee.	Yet,	 the	public	 character	of	homeless	 territories,	perhaps	no	more	of	a	 stall	 than	a	 spot	 for	
sleeping	bag	and	belongings	on	the	floor	of	a	passenger	stand	at	Cardiff’s	central	bus	station,	means	





first	 instance.	 Territories,	 produced	 in	 such	 a	 way,	 thus	 allow	 for	 engagement,	 for	 ‘comings-in-to-
touch’	 (Goffman,	 2010:	 60),	 and	 the	 beginnings	 of	 the	 sorts	 of	 therapeutic	 relationships	 that	
characterize	outreach	work.	









becomes	 a	 real	 obstacle	 for	 the	 outreach	 worker	 who,	 in	 their	 recognition	 of	 the	 territory	 as	 a	
territory	 (rather	 than,	 say,	 a	 singular	 incursion	 in	 to	 a	 wider	 territory	 that	 must	 be	 policed	 or	
protected)	become	themselves	vulnerable	to	rebuttal.	Other	city	centre	patrols	–	the	police,	cleaning	
crews,	 private	 security	 guards	 –	 stand	on	no	 such	 ceremony;	 but	 if	 an	 outreach	worker	 is	 told	 ‘no	
thanks’,	or	‘get	lost’	(or	worse),	he	or	she	can	go	no	further	without	risking	a	breach	of	the	respectful	
recognition	of	another’s	right	to	the	city	upon	which	the	work	is	significantly	premised.	And	here	we	







that	 they	 also	 contribute	 to	 its	 production;	 that	 their	 respectful	 approaches	 to	 rough	 sleepers	 and	
their	preserves	act	to	confirm	the	claim	that	is	made.	Things	do	not	necessarily	have	to	play	out	that	
way.	 These	 are	 vulnerable	 territories,	 after	 all.	 In	 keeping	 with	 the	 approach	 to	 urban	 territories,	
situational	and	mobile,	 that	we	have	been	developing	here,	we	want	to	also	to	develop	further	the	
understanding	 that	 these	 respectful	 and	 tolerant	minor	 territorial	 productions	 that	 are	 the	 stuff	 of	
the	outreach	encounter	–	sometimes	involving	nothing	more	that	kneeling	down	to	talk	to	make	the	
client	 feel	 comfortable	 where	 they	 are	 sat	 –	 occur	 within,	 rub	 up	 against	 and	 overlap	 with	 other	
productions	 that	 take	 place	 in	 and	 shape	 public	 space	 in	 the	 centre	 of	 the	 city.	 For	 just	 as	 the	
vulnerable	 territories	 of	 the	 homeless	 are	 found,	 precariously,	 within	 larger	 more	 dominant	 and	







within	which	 both	 rough	 sleepers	 and	 outreach	workers	 operate.	 HANR	 outreach	workers	 are	 not	
interlopers	in	the	city	centre.	They	are	supposed	to	be	there.	The	same	does	not	hold	for	the	team’s	
clients,	 however.	 And	 there	 is	 the	 rub.	 Cardiff’s	 homeless	 are	 not	 supposed	 to	 be	 there,	 are	 not	





clock	 to	 keep	 the	 streets	 and	parks	 clean	and	 tidy	and	 ready	 for	business.	What	qualifies	outreach	
work	 as	 a	 necessary	 presence	 in	 the	 centre	 of	 the	 city	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 ‘problem’	 to	which	 it	 is	
directed	 is	 a	problem	 that	 can	only	be	 considered	 ‘solved’	 if	 it	 goes	 away.	Often	enough	homeless	
















solve	 anything	other	 than	by	 arriving	 in	 the	 very	 location	 at	 issue,	 and	once	 arrived	 they	will	 have	
some	 regard	 for	 the	 (problematic)	 territorial	 claim	 made	 –	 the	 primacy	 of	 the	 client.	 ‘Morning,	
morning!	Who’s	 that	 there?	 Is	 that	 you	 Lee?	And	 Simon	 is	 it?	 Come	on,	 lads,	 time	 to	get	 up.’	 Such	
outreach	greetings	are	also	acknowledgements.	The	team	is	not	just	here,	but	here	to	visit	(and	they	
will	be	bearing	gifts:	cups	of	coffee,	bacon	rolls).	But	such	acknowledgement	must	be	balanced	with	






spaces,	 the	 rear	 door	 open	 and	 swung	 up,	 creating	 a	 roof	 over	 this	 small,	 temporary	 and	mobile	
preserve	where	 outreach	worker	 and	 rough	 sleeper	might	 spend	 a	 few	minutes	 in	 conversation	 –	
sharing	hot	tea,	information,	recognition.	
Here	 we	 see	 something	 of	 the	 way	 that	 outreach	 work,	 as	 patrol,	 contributes	 to	 and	
produces	 city	 territories	 and	 claimed	 spaces.	 And	 in	 this	way	 it	 really	 does	matter	where	 outreach	
work	ends	up	getting	done.	It	matters	to	outreach	workers	themselves	insofar	as	they	see	their	work	
as	only	ever	beginning	on	a	client’s	own	turf;	and	it	matters	to	others	with	a	stake	in	the	same	space,	
precisely	 because	 the	 attentions	 of	 homeless	 outreach	 might	 ratify	 a	 location	 as	 ‘homeless’,	 as	
something	other	 than	 an	 illegitimate	 incursion	 into	 an	established	 territory.	As	Goffman	 (2010:	 57,	
our	emphasis)	has	 it:	 ‘[e]very	 social	 relationship,	both	anonymous	and	personal,	 implies	 some	 joint	
tenure,	and	some	…	imply	a	great	deal’.	Owners	–	in	law	–	of	commercial	premises	and	doorways	and	
other	 locations	 in	which	 the	homeless	might	 briefly	 gain	 a	 foothold,	whilst	 initially	 grateful	 for	 the	
intervention	 of	 the	HANR	 team,	 seldom	 if	 ever	wish	 for	 the	 location	 in	 question,	 or	 its	 immediate	
surrounds,	to	be	validated	as	a	personal	territory	for	much	longer	than	a	morning	or	two	–	necessary,	
perhaps,	but	only	 in	order	 to	get	something	done	about	 the	problem.	HANR’s	presence	can	be	 just	
about	 tolerated	so	 long	as	 its	 (corroborated)	productions	 remain	temporary	and	precarious,	and	so	
long	as	they	result	in	something	else	altogether	–	an	absence,	no	homeless	encampment,	no	outreach	
workers.	 On	 those	 occasions	 that	 the	 city’s	 homeless	 (through	 error	 or	 obstinacy)	 establish	
themselves	 out	 in	 the	 open	 and	 conspicuously	 in	 the	 way	 of	 mainstream	 retail	 and	 commercial	







police	 and	 the	 probable	 reluctance	 of	 the	 rough	 sleeper).	 They	may	 still	 offer	 services	 under	 such	




HANR	 team	members)	 is	 part	 of	 a	 wider	 response	 aimed	 at	 breaking	 up	 an	 unwelcome	 territorial	
production	of	which	outreach	work	has	become	a	part:	suspend	outreach,	dispatch	the	cleaners,	call	
the	police.	
In	 this	way	 the	provision	of	care	by	outreach	workers	 is	doubly	precarious.	The	work	 itself	
seeks	out	and	(where	it	can)	affirms	the	territorial	productions	of	vulnerable	others,	productions	that	
workers	must	then	negotiate	as	best	they	can,	as	visitors.	Yet	even	as	they	appeal	to	potential	clients	




















and	 through	which	 city	 space	 is	 claimed	 and	patrolled,	 and	won	or	 lost,	 in	 everyday	 life	 enables	 a	
much	needed	precision	in	describing	and	challenging	dominant	modalities	of	urban	public	life.		
In	 highlighting	 the	 mobile	 and	 shifting	 contours	 and	 territorial	 palimpsest	 that	 constitute	
urban	space,	we	have	not	simply	suggested	that	all	is	in	flux.	There	are,	of	course,	territories	that	are	
more	 stable	 and	 more	 readily	 remarked	 than	 others.	 Such	 territories	 are	 usually	 tied	 to	 legal	
ownership	of	land	and	property,	are	supported	by	law	and	come	with	responsibilities	and	obligations	
that	 ensure	 their	 presence	 and	 remarking.	 Yet	 the	 point	 remains:	 remarking	 is	 still	 required.	 An	




established	 and	 exclusory	 territories.	 Empirical	 scrutiny	 shows	 what	 is	 amiss	 with	 that	 picture.	
Territorial	production	is	not	so	amenable	to	mapping,	and	certainly	a	map	showing	legal	ownership	of	
space	 in	 the	 city	 does	 not	 tell	 the	 story	 of	 the	 quotidian	 production	 of	 such	 spaces	 as	 socially	
recognised	 territories.	 Sure	 enough,	 the	map	 is	 not	 the	 territory.	 But	 even	 the	 territory	 is	 not	 the	
thing	 itself	 (as	 is	 implied	 by	 conventional	 use	 of	 Korzybski’s	 dictum).	 In	 developing	 the	 work	 of	
Goffman	(2010)	and	Kärrholm	(2007),	we	have	argued	against	an	a	priori	treatment	of	territory	as	a	
spatial	 phenomenon	 existing	 in	 advance	 of	 practices	 through	which	 it	 is	 produced	 and	 recognised.	
Here,	then,	an	ethnographic,	situational	attention	paid	to	the	ways	in	which	urban	space	is	organised	








from	which	others	are	either	excluded	or,	 if	 not	excluded,	 then	able	only	 to	operate	 tactically	–	at	
odds	with	the	place.	Rather	than	think	of	territory	as	a	bounded	space	coincident	with	the	assertion	
of	 control	 we	 have	 directed	 attention,	 through	 the	 case	 of	 outreach	 work	 and	 urban	 patrol,	 to	
territorial	production,	to	a	shifting	pattern	of	territorial	claims	and	shades	of	appropriation	(Kärrholm,	
2007).	Given	which,	the	politics	of	urban	public	space	may	lie	not	in	the	observation	that	city	space	–	






Atkinson,	 R.	 2003	 Domestication	 by	 cappuccino	 or	 a	 revenge	 on	 urban	 space?	 Control	 and	
empowerment	in	the	management	of	public	spaces,	Urban	Studies	40(9):	1829–1843.	
Brighenti,	 A.	 M.	 2010	 On	 territorology:	 towards	 a	 general	 science	 of	 territory,	 Theory,	 Culture	 &	
Society	27(1):	52–72.	






Cloke,	 P.	May,	 J.,	 and	 Johnsen,	 S.	 2011	 Swept	 Up	 Lives:	 Re-envisioning	 the	 Homeless	 City,	 Oxford:	
Wiley-Blackwell.	





Degen,	 M.,	 Rose,	 G.,	 &	 Basdas,	 B.	 2010	 Bodies	 and	 everyday	 practices	 in	 designed	 urban	
environments.	 Science	 Studies:	 An	 Interdisciplinary	 Journal	 for	 Science	 and	 Technology	
Studies,	23(2):	60-76.	













to	 combat	 begging,	 street	 drinking	 and	 rough	 sleeping	 in	 England.	 Urban	 Studies.	 47(8):	
1703-1723.	
Kärrholm,	M.	2007	The	materiality	of	 territorial	production	a	 conceptual	discussion	of	 territoriality,	
materiality,	and	the	everyday	life	of	public	space,	Space	and	Culture	10(4):	437–453.	






















Rowe,	M.	 1999	Crossing	 the	 Border:	 Encounters	 Between	 Homeless	 People	 and	 Outreach	Workers,	
Berkeley:	University	of	California	Press.	
Sayer,	 A.	 2011	Why	 Things	 Matter	 to	 People:	 Social	 Science,	 Values	 and	 Ethical	 Life,	 Cambridge:	
Cambridge	University	Press.	
Sack,	R.	1986	Human	Territoriality:	its	Theory	and	History,	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	
Thrift,	N.	2005	But	malice	aforethought:	cities	and	the	natural	history	of	hatred,	Transactions	of	the	
Institute	of	British	Geographers	30(2):	133–150.	
Wardhaugh	J.	2000	Sub	City:	Young	People,	Homelessness	and	Crime	Aldershot:	Ashgate.		
Zukin,	S.	1995	The	Cultures	of	Cities,	Oxford:	Wiley-Blackwell.		
	
